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Sir: 



This paper is submitted in reply to the Examiner's Answer dated November 24, 2003, 
within the two month period for response. Consideration of the additional remarks presented 
below, and reversal of all of the Examiner's rejections, are respectfully requested. 

First, Apphcants respectfully traverse the Examiner's grouping of claims made in Section 
(7) of the Examiner's Answer. The Examiner attempts to group together all of the claims subject 
to each rejection, arguing that the Examiner does not agree with Applicants' statement that 
certain claims do not stand or fall together. In support of this grouping, the Examiner argues that 
claims 10-11, 22-23, and 27 recite a "similar step" for recognizing and auto-dialing a phone 
number, and that claims 1-6, 8-9, 13-16, 18-21, and 25-26 recite playing a voice message by 
starting with a telephone number. 

While the Examiner is somewhat correct in characterizing the common recitations in 
these groups of claims, by attempting to group the claims in this manner, the Examiner is 
apparently attempting to avoid having to address any of the dependent claims in these groups that 
have been separately argued by Applicants. Certainly, applicants are of the opinion that all of the 
claims in each group are patentable by virtue of the unique features recited in the independent 
claims. However, the whole point of arguing some of the dependent claims separately is to 
address the additional features in those claims that impart additional reasons for patentabihty to 
those claims. 
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It is Applicants* understanding, from 37 C.F.R. 1.1 92(c)(7) and M.P.E.P. Section 1206, 
that an Appellant is required to state that claims do not stand or fall together, and to present 
arguments why claims subject to the same rejection are separately patentable. Once that is done, 
the Board decides the Appeal as to each ground of rejection separately for those claims the 
Appellant has indicated to be separately patentable. 

Applicants have complied with this requirement by indicating in the arguments why the 
limitations in various claims, such as claims 4-5, 9, 13, 21, and 25, are separately patentable from 
the other claims subject to the same rejection. The Examiner on the other hand has failed to 
address why these additional limitations are not considered to render the claims separately 
patentable, and has also failed to rebut Applicants' arguments for patentability for those claims. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's suggested grouping of claims is 
not appropriate, and should not be followed by the Board. 

Second, Applicants wish to point out that the Examiner continues to misquote the Lee 
reference in support of the Examiner's arguments. In particular, the Examiner supposedly quotes 
column 2, lines 42-47 of Lee as stating "prior/before to replaying the (rest) of the messages to the 
called party" at page 4 of the Examiner's Answer. As discussed at page 7 of Applicants' Brief, 
however, the correct version of the passage is "before replaying the message to the called party." 
The subtle change made to the disclosure m Lee completely alters the overall impression of the 
passage in favor of the Examiner's argument. When read in context with the rest of the 
disclosure of Lee, however, it is readily apparent that Lee teaches only the display of a spoken 
number or recitation of the spoken number by a voice synthesizer prior to playing a voice 
message from the begirming. By altering the quote, the Examiner attempts to argue that Lee 
teaches starting the playback of a voice message near a spoken number. Applicants submit, 
however, that the actual quote does not support this reading. 

Third, one passage relied upon by the Examiner (discussed at page 5 of the Examiner's 
Answer), at column 4, lines 62-67 of Lee, appears to be misinterpreted by the Examiner. The 
cited passage recites that the "information in the message table provides microprocessor 28 with 
the start and end addresses of the verbal message and phone number stored in recorder 1 2 and 
memory 18, respectively." The Examiner apparently argues that this passage supports the 
Examiner's argument that Lee discloses that during playback, the position of a telephone number 
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a telephone number is identified and judged to be the starting position. A reading of this passage 
in context with the rest of Lee, however, does not support this interpretation. 

In particular, Fig. 2, and the accompanying disclosure at column 3, lines 12-34 makes it 
clear that the "address" of the phone number for a particular message relates to an address within 
a memory, and not within a voice message. Column 3, lines 22-37 of Lee, for example, disclose 
that the "voice address" column in Fig. 2 stores beginning and end addresses for a voice message 
in a recorder 12. Continuing at column 3, lines 27-34, Lee discloses that the "phone number 
address" column in Fig. 2 keeps track of beginning and end addresses of a phone number within 
a memory 18, which as can be seen from Fig. 1, is separate from recorder 12. Lee also discloses, 
at column 2, Unes 19-34, that the telephone number stored in memory 18 is stored in a textual 
format after being processed by a recognizer 16. Therefore, it should be readily apparent that the 
starting and ending addresses stored for a particular telephone number in column 4 of Fig. 2 have 
no relation to the location of the telephone number within a voice message. 

As such, AppHcants respectfully submit that the addresses stored in the table of Fig. 2 for 
each phone number are incapable of being used to determine a playback start position for a voice 
message. 

In misinterpreting the disclosure of Lee in this manner, the Examiner imparts to Lee 
teachings that are well beyond that which would be appreciated by one or ordinary skill in the art. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that, under a proper interpretation of Lee, there is no 
clear anticipation of Applicants' claims by Lee, 

Reversal of the Examiner's rejections, and allowance of all claims, are therefore, 
respectfully requested. If there are any questions regarding the foregoing, please contact the 
undersigned at (513) 241-2324. Moreover, if any other charges or credits are necessary to 
complete this communication, please apply them to Deposit Account 23-3000. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date 





Reg. No. 38,323 

WOOD, HERRON & EVANS, L.L.P. 
2700 Carew Tower 
441 Vine Street 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 
(513)241-2324 
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